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Background
The latter part of the twentieth century observed the development of inclusive educational practice within the English educational system (Hodkinson, 2005) . It may be argued that the emergence of inclusive education, within State schools, began with the election of New Labour in 1997. The government, upon taking office, acted swiftly, and through the Green Paper Excellence for all Children: Meeting Special Educational Needs (DfEE, 1997) and the subsequent Programme of Action (DfEE, 1998) set the tone for the central thrust of educational reform through the last decade of the twentieth century (Judge, 2003) . This government further developed its inclusion policy by introducing a revised curriculum. Curriculum 2000 (DfEE, 1999) , as it became known, was formulated upon three core inclusionary principles, these being: setting suitable learning challenges, responding to pupils' diverse needs and overcoming potential barriers to learning and assessment for individuals and groups of children. The beginning of the twenty-first century has witnessed the evolution of inclusive practices being supported by a raft of governmental policies, initiatives and legislation (see Hodkinson, 2005 , for a fuller discussion). It became quite clear to observers that government had placed inclusion firmly on the political agenda and that it was a policy that was not going to go away (Hodkinson, 2006a) .
Inclusion: barriers to successful implementation
However, despite this political agenda and a wealth of support for inclusive education (for example, Booth et al., 2000; Booth and Ainscow, 1998) some educationalists, over the past few years, have begun to question whether inclusive practice has gone too far. Recently, for example, Mary Warnock (2005) , a key architect of inclusive education, has been subject to heavy criticism (see Barton, 2005; Frederick, 2005) for suggesting that some children are being harmed by the application of inclusive principles. Other debates, highlighting the tension in the pedagogy of special education, have been dominated by the issue of whether inclusion can be facilitated by 'one curriculum that fits all' (Nind, 2005) . In 2004 the government recognised that the development of effective inclusion education was subject to a number of barriers (DfES, 2004) . It suggested the successful development of inclusion lay mainly within the locus of schools and that the responsibility for overcoming the barriers to its successful implementation was in the hands of individual teachers (DfES, 2004) . This viewpoint has, though, been criticised as simplistic and contrived (Hodkinson, 2006a) , especially when one considers that inclusion is often dominated by funding issues that are outside the influence of individual teachers. In order to provide a clear focus, this study has been confined to an examination of how NQTs conceptualise inclusion at the end of the first year of teaching and of whether their views have changed as a result of real experience in the classroom. Before this examination may be considered it would seem necessary to offer a brief overview of the barriers to inclusion that may have served to affect the positive conceptualisation of inclusion that the majority of these trainees held at the commencement of their NQT year.
The locus of the school
It has been suggested that many of the barriers to inclusive education are located within the sphere of control of individual schools (DfES, 2004) . Whilst one might question this premise there is little doubt that the last stop on the inclusion journey is mainly controlled by the schools, staff and local community that support them. Inclusion, it is argued, is being stalled because educational institutions are not fit to include all children because of the barriers of 'lack of knowledge, lack of will, lack of vision, lack of resources and lack of morality' (Clough and Garner, 2003, p. 87 ).
It would appear, then, that successful inclusion may be dependent first upon teachers' attitudes to its implementation and, second, upon their perceived competence to deliver this important educational initiative. In this respect it is interesting to note research studies which suggest that whilst a majority of teachers support inclusive education they do so with reservations (Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996; Croll and Moses, 2000) . Teachers, it would seem, will support inclusion if it relates to children with mild mobility or sensory difficulties (Corbett, 2001) . Problematically, though, some teachers do not have the same inclusive vision in relation to children who exhibit extreme behavioural difficulties (OfStEd, 2004) . Research suggests that, for these children, teachers believe that exclusion would be necessary on practical grounds (Corbett, 2001) . It would seem quite probable, then, that some NQTs will have been placed into schools that do not have an inclusive ethos, with serving teachers who have a strong view about which pupils may, or may not, be included.
Furthermore, in relation to NQTs' developing conceptualisations of inclusion, it is disturbing to note the literature which details that the training for the teaching of pupils with diverse needs is an issue that has inhibited the successful implementation of SEN strategies in the past. As far back as the Warnock report (DES, 1978 ) the lack of specialist training was raised as an issue that was stalling the successful implementation of SEN strategies. Twenty years later the Programme of Action (DfEE, 1998) again indicated the need for teachers to undertake specific training, and most recently it has again been denoted that practice is still being inhibited by these same issues (DfES, 2004 ). It appears that despite continuing requests for the training of all teachers in the pedagogy of special educational needs there remains a common feeling among educational professionals that training, to date, has been 'woefully inadequate' (Corbett, 2001, p. 22) . It is quite conceivable, therefore, that NQTs who have not had the experience of skilled practitioners, within the field of inclusion and special educational needs, to draw upon in times of difficulty may have revised their conceptualisation of inclusive education.
The research study
In a previous issue of Research in Education (Hodkinson, 2005 ) the findings of a study of final-year teacher trainees' knowledge and understanding of inclusion were detailed. This research contended that if inclusion was to be established as a core principle of educational policy its future success may rest with the next generation of teachers. The initial study concluded that trainees, while being able to adequately define inclusion, as a multi-faceted concept whose foundation lay in diversity, had a seemingly shallow understanding of how inclusion was operationalised within the applied educational setting. Moreover the findings of this study suggested that whilst the trainees argued persuasively for the benefits of inclusion to children in terms of equity and fairness, it was apparent that they held similar views to their more experienced colleagues, believing that it is not possible to extend this equality of opportunity to all. The current article provides a follow-up to this previous study by investigating the current views of these participants. My concern in this article is to explore whether one year of experience of the practicalities of inclusion has altered the participants' conceptualisation of inclusive education.
Research questions
The literature base (see Hodkinson, 2005) determines that the effective implementation of inclusive education is seemingly dependent, among other factors, upon how individual teachers define it, whether they have received the necessary training to instil a belief that they can deliver such, and, finally, some researchers argue that it requires individuals to accept that all children are educable within mainstream education. First, in an attempt to ascertain whether the next generation of teachers are equipped to support inclusive education and, second, to analyse whether the participants' views of this important educational initiative have changed after one year of teaching, the research addresses five main questions:
1 How do Newly Qualified Teachers (NQTs) define inclusive education? 2 Do the participants feel their views on inclusion and inclusive education have altered since the final year of their teaching training programme? 3 Do NQTs feel that all groups of children can be educated within a mainstream setting? 4 What do the NQTs believe schools should do to ensure that inclusive education will be successful? 5 What training in relation to inclusion and inclusive education have they received during their NQT year?
Method
In July 2005 seventy questionnaires were posted to the original participants of the study who had been trainees on a teacher training programme at a university in the north-west of England. The initial cohort of eighty participants had reduced to seventy owing to the fact that a number of the students had left no forwarding address. The questionnaire included a number of items that addressed the research questions as well as including an open-ended component that enabled the NQTs to articulate any further feelings and thoughts they had in relation to inclusion and inclusive education. From this new cohort, only ten participants returned completed questionnaires; this represents a return rate of 14 per cent, which was, to say the least, disappointing. With such a low rate of response the study is subject to limitation and one would counsel discretion in terms of the transferability of the findings to larger populations. The findings and subsequent conclusions of the study are provided here, therefore, as a matter of academic interest rather than as a basis of any empirical significance.
Data analysis
Data within this research were analysed by the employment of grounded theory (Glaser and Strauss, 1967) and by simple statistical methods. Table 1 outlines how NQTs defined inclusive education, with Table 2 denoting their understanding of the factors associated with the delivery of successful inclusionary practice. Finally, Table 3 offers an indication of NQTs' support or otherwise for inclusion.
Results and discussion
Defining inclusive education
The data from the original research (see Table 1 ) indicate that the participants defined inclusive education as education where all pupils:
1 Are included (100 per cent). 2 Have their individual needs considered (42 per cent). Furthermore, and most positive, was the initial finding that the participants' definitions of inclusive education were not characterised solely in relation to pupils with special educational needs but rather were grounded in the premise that exclusion from society has a 'common route in intolerance to difference' (Booth et al., 2000, p. 14) . The current data, however, denote a change in how these participants define inclusion and inclusive education. It is interesting to note that only 40 per cent of these participants now conceptualise inclusion in terms of 'education for all', as opposed to 100 per cent in the 2004 study. In addition, there has been a 20 per cent reduction in the belief that the individual needs of all pupils can be considered. More positive, though, is the finding that 20 per cent of the NQTs now relate inclusion to the context of respecting and valuing the individual child; this is an area not previously mentioned by the trainees.
In relation to the school factors (see Table 1 ), analysis of the data again highlights some major differences between the two studies in the manner in which inclusive education is defined. For example, the current study suggests the participants more readily emphasise that inclusion should be related to increased levels of support for individual pupils. These feelings are succinctly summarised by one NQT, who accounts, 'Ultimately the onus is on the school to provide an effective level of education to all pupils and to adopt the appropriate guidance and support in order to structure itself appropriately.' Further analysis of these factor statements again denotes a change in participants' conceptualisation of inclusion. The data suggest that during their first year of teaching the NQTs' definitions of inclusion have narrowed, with inclusive education becoming more readily defined in terms of pupils with special educational needs (SEN). In summary, the data intimate that these participants' conceptions have altered, as they now perceive inclusion as more of a whole-school than an individual teaching issue, with the provision of additional support for pupils being high on the NQTs' agenda. Moreover, it appears that their definitions of inclusive education have been subject to a narrowing conceptualisation of what inclusion actually relates to within their classrooms. Worryingly, in terms of the effective implementation of this governmental policy, 90 per cent of the participants have altered their views in relation to inclusive education during their first year of teaching. There appears, at one level, to have been a shift in NQTs' acceptance that inclusion, in terms of 'education for all' within the locality of mainstream schools, is achievable. As one participant, who was previously totally in favour of inclusion, accounts:
I am now starting to wonder whether inclusive education is simply an ideal that glosses over a difficult reality, and sees individuals 'coped with' [sic] in the mainstream. Is inclusive education in its most extreme form political correctness gone too far? An unachievable purism?
This change in attitude is somewhat disturbing and leads to the question: why have a majority of the participants' conceptions of inclusion become markedly more negative in what is such a relatively short space of time?
Why have conceptions of inclusion changed?
At a general level it is possible to raise an argument that the participants' views in relation to inclusion have been altered because their initial teacher training programmes (ITT) have not facilitated the requisite level of knowledge, understanding and skills required to cope with the practicalities of teaching children with special educational needs. However, and in defence of ITT providers, modern training programmes are required to develop trainees' knowledge and understanding in a wide range of subject and technical areas. The question here is: within the limited time that teacher training programmes operate, how much can really be achieved?
Despite the defence of lack of time, it is interesting to note that the findings of the NQT survey (TTA 2005) observe that 45 per cent of trainees felt that their training, in relation to special educational needs, had been good or very good and that for a further 42 per cent the training had been adequate. In addition, the survey details that 60 per cent of trainees felt that their training in teaching children of differing abilities had been either good or very good, with an extra 33 per cent stating that their training had been adequate. It would seem reasonable to posit, therefore, that the training offered by ITT providers cannot be the only catalyst to the development of the NQTs' negative conceptualisation during their first year of teaching. For example, it would seem wholly reasonable to suggest that, because of the time scale of the study, the participants' conceptualisation of inclusion may have been affected by the media and academic debate that arose from the statements made by Baroness Warnock. As mentioned earlier, a further area to consider is, first, what view of inclusion have the NQTs been exposed to and, second, how have they been able to assimilate knowledge and understanding of this area, through professional development activities?
Research within the vista of professional development suggests that the setting in which it is located has an impact on teacher learning (Hodkinson, 2006b ). For instance, Lieberman (1996) and Spindler and Biott (2000) assert that the 'locus of the school' is significant in professional development, as it provides opportunities for peer coaching, critical friends, appraisal, and for collaborative work (Harrison, 2002) . Whilst it may be observed that the 'locus of the school' has importance, Poulson and Avramidis (2003, p. 551) caution that teacher learning will be effective only if the ethos of the school accords a 'high priority to professional development' and if teacher improvement is facilitated with 'learning space' (Clement and Vandenberghe, 2000, p. 86) . This notion of 'learning space' suggests that if professional development is not to be left to the 'vagueness of experience' (Tickle, 2001 , p. 521) it must be located within a favourable learning climate.
It would seem quite reasonable to posit, therefore, that the participants' negative attitudes to inclusion may well have developed as a result of the schools in which they were placed not affording inclusion a high priority or, indeed, not facilitating NQTs' development with the requisite 'learning space' to enable them to feel confident in their abilitiy to deliver inclusive education. The data from the questionnaire, whilst offering some support for this postulate, does, however, suggest that NQTs' conceptualisation of inclusion has been affected by factors other than those mentioned above.
An overview of the data suggests that NQTs' conceptions of inclusion have altered due to one major reason, this being the perceived lack of support for pupils with special educational needs within the classroom. The NQTs account that the lack of support for children with special educational needs leads to increased levels of stress and subsequent inability to cope with the teaching demands placed upon them. As one NQT elucidates, 'If the support is not available then this can lead to an ineffective teaching and learning environment and added stress being placed upon the teacher.' This notion of lack of support manifests itself through two sentiments. First, there are those NQTs who have encountered a child with a specific need whom they felt ill equipped to teach. This sentiment is clearly articulated by this participant who relates, 'I have a child with Downs syndrome and we don't have the funding to pay for a full-time support assistant, which we are in desperate need of.' Another NQT accounts, 'I feel that teachers within the school have neither the appropriate resources nor specialised skills to include this child.' It is interesting to note that in the cases where an NQT discusses a specific child with a special educational need they all arrive at a similar conclusion, as is highlighted by this participant: 'I have a severely SEN boy in my class who would benefit hugely from a special school.' Furthermore, the data also reveal that those participants who do not mention a specific child also articulate that special school provision should be an important element in meeting individual children's needs. As this NQT explains:
During training I believed that not all children are suited to mainstream schools. After working for a year this opinion has got stronger. Some children are not being provided with what they need by being in mainstream.
A further sentiment articulated by the participants as to why their views of inclusive education have been modified centres upon the effect that the inclusion of children with special educational needs is having on the rest of the children in their classes. These effects are concisely summarised within this NQT's assertion:
Whilst I respect the argument for both cases I used to believe that inclusive education was the 'favoured option'. Experience has told me this can be very challenging for the class teacher and takes up a huge amount of time which should be dedicated to the whole class.
An overview of the data from this component of the study suggests that many NQTs who were previously in favour of inclusive education are now no longer as accepting of its guiding principles. It is also apparent that a number of the NQTs surveyed are struggling to deal with the realities of inclusion within the applied educational setting because of lack of skills and special funding. It is rather surprising to note, therefore, that during their first year of teaching only one participant experienced any form of in-service training in this area, and that this experience was limited in the extreme. The findings from this small-scale study support the conclusions of previous researchers who assert that levels of training for teachers to date have been woefully inadequate (Corbett, 2001) . Additionally, the results of the study substantiate previous findings (Croll and Moses, 2000; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996) by indicating that whilst a majority of teachers support the concept of inclusion they do so with reservations. This research suggests that NQTs' reservations about inclusive education are grounded in the lack of expertise and time to facilitate this educational initiative. The NQTs perceive that these factors lead to 'inefficient teaching' where individual needs are not catered for and where the inclusion of individual children is having a detrimental effect upon the majority of children in their classes.
What should schools do to ensure successful inclusion?
The findings of the 2004 study denote that a majority of the participants believed that the development of successful inclusive educational practice lay Research in Education No. 76 mainly within their sphere of influence. The data suggested that the trainees thought inclusion would be successful if they adapted their teaching style to correspond with the individual learning styles of pupils. Furthermore, they felt that inclusive education would succeed if schools had an effective policy and if the positive aspects of diversity were emphasised in their classrooms. An overview of the current data (see Table 2 ) suggests that the participants' understanding of what factors will ensure the successful implementation of the practices of educational inclusion has been subject to revision over the course of their first year of teaching. An analysis of these results reveals that these NQTs no longer wholly subscribe to the view that successful inclusive education is dependent upon internal school factors such as policy documents and adaptation of teaching styles. The majority of NQTs in the sample now perceive that inclusion will be effective only if additional external resources are forthcoming. The data further highlight a greater percentage of the participants are now of the opinion that additional training in the pedagogy of inclusion is important. Although it is interesting to note the majority of participants still feel they do not need to partake of in-service training in relation to inclusive educational practices. 
Should all mainstream schools be inclusive?
This component of the study addressed the issue of whether, despite their negative experiences, the NQTs felt that inclusive education should have a future within all mainstream schools. From the responses previously elicited one might well have expected that the participants would be against the continuation of the policy of inclusive education. Such is not the case, and although the data in Table 3 highlight some changes in attitudes they do not indicate that these NQTs would want to see the policy of inclusive education abandoned. Importantly, whilst the percentage of participants indicating that they feel inclusive education is not achievable has increased, 60 per cent account that either there are benefits in the continuance of inclusive practices or they remain undecided as to the nature of these benefits. These results suggest the first year of teaching is very important for the formulation of what may be termed a pragmatic conceptualisation of inclusion. It is interesting to observe that, despite the negative experiences of teaching within 'inclusive' educational environments, many participants still want to 'give inclusion a go'. This is a most important outlook which suggests that if government, local education authorities and schools can address the causation of the NQTs' negative experiences then it might lead to more of them believing that inclusive education is a positive initiative which has a future in the English educational system. 
The reasons NQTs offer as to why inclusion may not work
The data in Table 3 suggest that many NQTs do not support the practices of inclusion because its implementation disadvantages children who do not require SEN provision. Of the 60 per cent of participants who subscribe to this viewpoint a majority indicate the specific groups of children who they feel are responsible for the apparent failure of inclusive education within Research in Education No. 76 their classrooms, these being the pupils with 'medical problems' or behavioural difficulties. This finding supports the conclusions of previous research (Croll and Moses, 2000; Scruggs and Mastropieri, 1996) , which indicate that it is these groups of children that teachers often find the hardest to include. Whilst many of the NQTs suggest inclusion will be detrimental to the majority of children a third also perceive that inclusion may be harmful to the individual child who requires SEN provision. For this group of NQTs, inclusion should be considered only if it is in the best interests of the individual pupil. Moreover a number of participants account that their first year of teaching has led them to a belief that the best interests of children with special educational needs are not always served by mainstream placement. As this NQT relates:
They [the child with special educational needs] always know they are different, never better than someone else at something … [this leads to] low self-esteem and confidence'.
As with the findings outlined above, resource allocation is again raised by the NQTs as an issue that inhibits their full support for the continuance of this inclusive initiative. A summary of the data from this component of the study suggests it is reasonable to contend that many NQTs still offer some support for the theory which underpins inclusive education. However, it is apparent the harsh realities of practical experience have mediated their belief that they can maintain high standards of teaching and learning whilst at the same time facilitating inclusive education. This NQT's statement offers a concise overview of the problems the participants have had in making inclusive education possible in their classrooms.
I believe in providing the opportunity and choice for children to enter mainstream schooling should they wish, but I also see the counter-effects this can have on the children without the need for special educational provision. It only takes one child with behavioural difficulties to disrupt and hinder the effective learning of the class.
Conclusion
The findings of this study, whilst limited, do provide a valid 'litmus test' of this area of professional practice. The study suggests that NQTs' conceptualisation of inclusive education is mediated by prolonged classroom exposure to the harsh realities of educational practice. A conclusion forwarded by this research is that a teacher's first year of employment has the potentiality to negatively affect their support for the policy of inclusion. However, it is important to note that despite many problematic experiences of inclusion NQTs do not, in the main, consider that the policy of inclusive education should be withdrawn. The major conclusion of the study is that further research is needed to ascertain whether the NQTs' belief that lack of funding and support is undermining the successful implementation of this governmental initiative is the main casual factor for their altered conceptualisation of inclusive education.
